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ABSTRACT

U.S. ARMY SPECIAL FORCES ADVANCED EDUCATION, by LTC Mark Beattie,
75 pages.

TRADOC is redesigning its commissioned officer Intermediate Level Education (ILE)
program to alow every active duty Army major to attend a resident CGSOC. The
redesign changes the curriculum focus from terminal and enabling learning objectives to
a competency-based learning approach based on the requirements of an officer’s specific
career field, branch, or functional area. FM 22-100 was selected as the basis for
developing a framework of seven competencies that identify supporting skills and
behaviors. The seven competencies consist of what Army officers must know and do to
be successful. While these competencies are critical for all Army officers, alone they are
inadequate for the advanced intermediate education needs of Special Forces (SF) officers.
The thesis reviews the history of SF and SOF education to determine impacts on current
CGSC SOF education. The SF competencies contained in FM 3-05.20, Special Forces
Operations were selected as the doctrinal basis for identifying what an SF officer should
know and do, proposing they be used to shape SF advanced ILE imbedded in ILE
AOWC. The thesis reviews Army SOF 2010, U.S. Army Special Operations Command
Strategic Planning Guidance, Army SOF Objective Force Concept (draft), and a SF
Advanced Studies Program (draft) developed by the John F. Kennedy Special Warfare
Center and School to identify what SF is required to know and do now, and in the future.
Further, the thesis compares the SF competencies to joint SOF learning areas prepared by
USSOCOM to further define supporting learning areas that may be used to design SF
ILE.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

We must train for certainty but educate for uncertainty.
(USSOCOM 1999, 2)

General Peter J. Schoomaker

The purpose of writing this thesis is twofold: first, to identify the competencies
and critical learning areas that can support educating midcareer Specia Forces (SF)
officers; and second, to generate broader support for the advanced education of U.S.
Army SF officers and special operations officers throughout the Special Operations
community. | am qualified to write on this topic, having spent the past six years as an
instructor at the U.S. Army Command and General Staff College (CGSC). Much of this
time has been dedicated to the establishment of focused special operations curriculum
designed to prepare SF officers for duties beyond the Operational Detachment-A or “A-
Team.” While this study will focus only on the SF officer, the thesis findings will
contribute to the overall special operations curriculum intended for all members of the
specia operations community, operators, and support personnel alike.

This thesis is organized into five chapters. Chapter 1 includes an introduction,
significance of the study, assumptions, limitations, and delimitations. Chapter 2 is a
historical overview of special operations education throughout the special operations
community. Chapter 3 reviews the literature and discusses research methodol ogy.
Chapter 4 analyzes key documents identified during the literature review and evaluates
data taken from two analytical models developed to help answer the thesis questions.

Finally, chapter 5 outlines the findings and recommendations.



The U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC), through the
Combined Arms Center (CAC), Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, is redesigning its
commissioned officer Intermediate-Level Education (ILE) program to allow every active
duty Army major the opportunity to attend a resident Command and General Staff
Officers Course (CGSOC). In May 1997, the Science Application International
Corporation completed an assessment of the U.S. Army Command and General Staff
College (CGSC) and Senior College education to support the Officer Personnel
Management System XX| task force review of officer professional development. The
study objectives were to review existing Army military education level-1 and Military
Education Level-4 education and alternatives and to assess current and projected needs
for education at these levels. One of the recommendations was to send all Officer-
Personnel-M anagement-Division-managed officers to obtain a CGSC education as soon
as possible after selection for promotion to major. The chief of staff of the Army, through
TRADOC, tasked the CAC commander to develop a concept for all active component
category officers to receive a common field grade education. The universal Military
Education Level-4 study group, under the direction of the CGSC deputy commandant,
developed an ILE concept for al field grade officers (CGSC web page, 17 September
2002). TRACOC contracted with Cubic Defense Applications Group (Cubic) to prepare a
study for the redesign (Richard F. Keller, letter to CGSC, 30 March 2001). Under the
redesign, TRADOC will establish outlying campuses similar to CGSC, where noncombat
arms and select functional area (FA) designated officers will attend a resident CGSOC.

Combat arms (including SF) and combat service support Army officers, sister service



officers, and international officers will continue to attend CGSOC at Fort L eavenworth
(LTC Steve Meddaugh, interview, 3 March 2002).

Under ILE, CGSOC consists of three instructional terms. During Term [, all
officers are presented with the same “core instruction” to provide a common educational

background (see figure 1).

ILE Core Model
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The ILE concept provides for a common core course acceptable to and
standardized across all career fields and FAs. The focus of the common core establishes a
common Army operational war-fighting culture that prepares all field grade officers for
service in division, corps, echelons above corps, and joint staffs (CGSC web page, 17

September 2002).



Terms 1l and 111 of ILE are called the Advanced Operations and Warfighting
Course (AOWC) and consist of a 264-hour common focused war-fighting program of
instruction and 216 hours of either branch command or staff instruction or a specialty-
focused program. SF officers are assigned to a specialized Special Operations Forces
(SOF) track to accommodate their unique blend of joint and interagency advanced war-
fighting needs (LTC Steve Meddaugh, interview, 3 March 2002). See figure 2 for the

AOWC curriculum design approved by the CAC Commander.

AOWC Overview
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Figure 2
(Source: LTC (ret) Mark
L egend: Johnson, SAIC contractor, ILE
BFA: Battlefield Functional Area & AOWC SOF curriculum integrator)

The primary thesis question is. What are the competencies and learning areas that
should shape an advanced war-fighting SOF-track curriculum for U.S. Army SF officers
attending U.S. Army ILE? The supporting questions are: What critical competencies and

learning areas found in the U.S. Army leadership manual, Field Manual (FM) 22-100,



Army Leadership, should shape or may be leveraged in shaping a SOF-track curriculum?
What are the unique joint and interagency war-fighting competencies and learning areas
that should shape a SOF-track curriculum? How has the establishment of the U.S. Special
Operations Command (USSOCOM) impacted SOF education? What are USSOCOM’s
and its subordinate component command responsibilities for intermediate-level education

of SF and SOF officers?

Assumptions

The research assumes several points. SF officers have some unique core
competency and supporting skill educational needs that can be enhanced through a
focused SOF specialty curriculum; the U.S. Army Special Operations Command
(USASOC) and U.S. Army John F. Kennedy Warfare Center and School (JFK SWC&S)
will continue to support a focused specialty curriculum for SF officers in the CGSOC and
ILE/AOWC; and CGSC and TRADOC leadership will continue to support a SOF-track-

curriculum in CGSOC and ILE/AOWC.

Limitations
Research has identified only two SOF education studies conducted in the past.
First, a Joint Special Operations Forces Institute (JSOFI)-Booz-Allen and Hamilton
Study Team conducted a study from May to September 1995 (DOD 30 1996). The
findings and recommendations from this study provided the basis for development of a
SOF Education Implementation Plan (JSOFI 1995, 4). The second study was conducted

based on a July 2001 USSOCOM-directed comprehensive analysis of SOF short-, mid-,



and long-term education regquirements (JE Sverdrup Technology, Inc. 2002, vii).

USASOC has conducted no similar comprehensive Army SOF study.

Delimitations
An overall framework for approaching intermediate level SF and SOF education
is recommended, but a comprehensive listing of educational courses that a focused
curriculum might contain is not identified. Only through the support and participation of
both CGSC and the special operations community will a detailed listing of courses be
developed. Ultimately, some courses may be taught using video teleconferencing, guest
lecturers, and visiting instructors, or some specialized education needs may require

visiting other locations.

Significance of the Study

SF branch is the only branch that has no formal advanced course and advanced
education system for its officers. Y et, there has long been interest in providing advanced
education for SF officers. In 1993, MG Sidney Shachnow, then the commandant, JFK
SWC& S, conducted an ad hoc miniadvanced course for SF officers at Fort Bragg, North
Carolina. However, high operational tempo within SF groups impacted participation, and
there has been no subsequent attempt to conduct a similar course at Fort Bragg. MG
Shachnow coordinated a similar forty-hour course at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, from 6
to 10 June 1994 for SF officers graduating from CGSC. The follow-on course was never
conducted again at Fort Leavenworth (email interview, 10 October 02).

During the April 2001 SF conference conducted at Fort Bragg, an 18A/SF

Advanced Studies Program was one of several panel discussions directed by the
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commanders of both the USASOC and JFK SWC&S. It was discussed again at the June
2001 USASOC Education Conference at Fort Bragg. In a 20 March 2001 memorandum
to the deputy commander, USSOCOM, the president, Joint Special Operations University
(JSOU), referred to the CGSOC Specia Operations curriculum as a de facto Special
Operations Command and Staff College. In March 2002, the JFK SWC& S committed
$120,000 to assist CGSC with Special Operations curriculum development and the
integration of an SF and Special Operations curriculum into ILE and AOWC. A CGSC
SOF-focused curriculum partially fills the advanced education void for SF officers at
little additional expense to the U.S. Army and the SF community. This study, though
specifically focused on SF officers, identifies critical competencies and skills for all

within the special operations community.

Definitions

Advanced Application Program (AAP). The AAP is designed to provide CGSOC

students the opportunity to conduct advanced studies related to the CGSOC core
curriculum. It consists of several components including: areas of concentration (AOC),
focused programs, FA requirements, graduate degree programs, and unrestricted AAP
courses (CGSC 18 October 2002c, 1).

Advanced Operations and Warfighting Course (AOWC). A seven-month CGSC

course designed to develop operations career field officers with a war-fighting focus for
battalion and brigade command capable of conducting full-spectrum operations in joint-
multinational-interagency environment and with the requisite competencies to serve
successfully as division through echelons above corps staff officers (CGSC Web page, 17

September 2002).



Area of Concentration (AOC). AOCs are designed to broaden officers

knowledge and give them the opportunity to study subjects related to their career fieldsin
greater depth (CGSC 18 October 2002c, 3).

Combined Arms Center (CAC). The mission of the CAC is to educate officersin

the art of command and staff functions of the combined arms at the tactical level and to
educate officers in the operational art of war. CAC has responsibility for writing the
doctrine for war fighting at the division and corps levels. CAC has a training
development function for leader development and battle command and for experimenting
with the concepts, methods, procedures, and means of battle command. In addition, CAC
is responsible for providing vigorous training exercises for commanders and staffs, from
brigade through corps levels, in the exercise of battle command. CAC is commanded by a
lieutenant general who serves as the TRADOC, Deputy Commanding General for
Combined Arms, the Commander of the Combined Arms Center and Fort Leavenworth,
and the Commandant of the Command and General Staff College (CAC web page, 15
November 2002).

Command and General Staff College (CGSC). The CGSC is the Army's senior

tactical school. It develops officers able to lead fighting units at the tactical and
operationa levels of war. The CGSC trains over 22,000 officers annually through its
resident and non-resident programs (CGSC web page 1 October 2002).

Command and General Staff Officer Course (CGSOC). A ten-month course

designed to educate selected officers in the values of the profession of arms, and in the
conduct of military operations during peace, conflict, and war with emphasis at corps and
division level. Students include Army active and reserve component officers,

8



international officers, and officers from other branches of the U.S. Armed Forces (CGSC
web page 1 October 2002).

Doctrine, Organizations, Training, Materiel, Leadership and Education, Personnel

and Facilities (DOTMLPF). At the strategic level, the Army has identified six

imperatives: quality people, training, force mix, doctrine, modern equipment, and leader
development. In organizations these imperatives translate into doctrine, training, leader
development, organization, materiel, and soldiers--previously called DTLOMS (FM 22-
100, 6-2). As of 12 December 2002, TRADOC directed that all future reference to the
usage of this acronym to the joint acronym, DOTMLPF, which describes doctrine,
DOTMLPF (TRADOC 2002a).

Functional Area (FA). An FA isagrouping of officers by specialty other than an

arm, service or branch that possess interrelated groups of skills and performs tasks that
usually require significant education, training and experience. Although functional area
requirements are predominately in the field grades, some captains will serve
developmental tours in their functional area. After Career Field designation, functional
area officers will serve repetitive and progressive assignments within their functional
area. An officer may not be accessed into or be assigned to more than one functional area
at atime (DA 1998, 7).

Interagency. Within the context of Department of Defense involvement, the
coordination that occurs between elements of Department of Defense, and engaged U.S.
Government agencies, hongovernmental organizations, and regional and international

organizations for the purpose of accomplishing an objective (JP 1-02 2001, 211).



Joint. Connotes activities, operations, organizations, and others, in which
elements of two or more Military Departments participate (JP 1-02 2001, 219).

Nonaccession Branch SF branch is a volunteer nonaccession branch that draws

its officers from nearly all other Army branches. The U.S. Army Recruiting Command
recruits SF volunteers. Officers who volunteer are selected by a HQDA centralized
accession board and undergo a rigorous and demanding assessment, selection and
training program to qualify as SF officers. Officers are not admitted to SF branch upon
initial entry into the U.S. Army. They must be promoted to the rank of captain in the
fourth through seventh year in service before eligible to undergo a thirty-day SF
Assessment and Selection process to determine qualification to attend the SF
Quadlification Course (SFQC). Officers who are selected during SF Assessment and
Selection and subsequently complete SFQC are branched as SF officers. Thisis normally
accomplished during the third or fourth year of active federal service (DA 1998, 76; DA
1999c, 12; DA 1995, 117).

Officer Distribution Plan (ODP). Since the U.S. Army force structure exceeds the

number of officersin the Army, the ODP was created. The ODP balances “faces and
spaces’ and manages shortages across the Army. PERSCOM Officer Personnel
Management Directorate uses the officer requisition and assignment process to meet
Army requirements. Requisitions identify a need for an officer to fill avalid, ODP
supported position at a designated location during a specific reporting period (DA 1998,
36).

SF Operational Detachment-A (SFODA). The basic e ement of SF is the SFODA,

a twelve-man detachment. The SFODA is fully versed in light infantry tactics,

10



techniques, and procedures up to and including the battalion level. SFODAS are
regionally oriented to ensure they have the resident skills and cultural understanding
necessary to communicate with and influence their foreign counterparts. SFODASs have
unique capabilities to fill the operational void between civilian dominated or civilian-led
activities and military operations (FM 3-05.20 2001, 1-1, 1-6, 1-7, 1-8).

Table of Distribution and Allowance (TDA). A table that prescribes the

organizational structure, personnel and equipment authorizations, and requirements of a
military unit to perform a specific mission for which there is no appropriate table of
organization and equipment (DA 1999c, 937).

Training and Doctrine Command (TRADOC). Army command charged with the

major Army missions of individual training and combat developments, TRADOC was
established as the U.S. Army’s overall development command in July 1973 (TRADOC
web page, n.d.)

U.S. Army John F. Kennedy Special Warfare Center and School (JFK SWC&S).

The U.S. Army Special Operations school responsible for all doctrine, training personnel
prepotency and leader development for U.S. Army SOF (USSOCOM 19953, C-7).

U.S. Specia Operations Command (USSOCOM). Formally established as a

unified combatant command at MacDill Air Force Base, Florida, on 16 April 1987, and
commanded by a four star general officer with the title of Commander, USSOCOM. All
SOF of the Army, Navy, and Air Force based in the United States are placed under
combatant command, USSOCOM. USSOCOM has three service component commands:
USASOC, Fort Bragg, North Carolina; Naval Special Warfare Command, Coronado,
Cdlifornia; Air Force Special Operations Command, Hurlburt Field, Florida; and one

11



subunified command, Joint Special Operations Command, Fort Bragg. USSOCOM exists
to provide SOF to the National Command Authority, regional combatant commanders,
and American ambassadors and their country teams for successful conduct of special
operations during both peace and war. USSOCOM prepares SOF to successfully conduct

special operations, including civil affairs and psychological operations (Cubic 1998, 2-1)
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CHAPTER 2
HISTORICAL BACKGROUND OF SOF EDUCATION
We hoped to have this course-administered prior to CGSC, but
would be flexible. We settled for alittle over forty-hours of
instruction because we thought it would be acceptable to the field.
We were wrong. Commanders were not interested in the
professional development of their officers, they were more

interested in how missions they were assigned came off. Selfish
but true. (Electronic mail interview, 15 October 2002)

Major General (retired) Sidney Shachnow

Effective 9 April 1987, Department of the Army General Order No. 35
established SF as an "nonaccession branch." Since then, the SFQC has served as the basic
introductory course for SF officers, much like the Infantry Officer Basic Course or Armor
Officer Basic Course serves as an introductory course for second lieutenants in those
respective branches. However, unlike other U.S. Army branches, no SF Officer
Advanced Course has been developed to prepare officers for duties beyond those of
commanding an operational detachment-A. Instead, the U.S. Army mandates in
Department of the Army Pamphlet 600-3 that all officers seeking accession into SF must
first complete the infantry captains career course (DA 1998, 10). While this provides
these officers accessing into SF with an advanced education, it does not provide them
advanced SF and joint SOF education essential for duties beyond those of an SF
Operational Detachment-A team commander.

It is valid to question what learning areas, if any, beyond the typical U.S. Army
Advanced Course are necessary for SF officers. What job responsibilities do SF officers
encounter for which other officer advanced courses do not prepare them? FM 3-05.20,

Foecial Forces Operations, outlines core competencies that have evolved over the years
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to dictate the needs of SF training (2001, I-6). They include war fighting, training,
physical fitness, intercultural communications, interpersonal skills, nonverbal skills,
language proficiency, area and cultural orientation, problem solving, clandestine
infiltration and exfiltration, interagency, joint, and multinational operations, political
awareness, operating in an austere or hostile environment, and advanced technology.
These competencies are not unique to SF. Some SF competencies are common to all U.S.
Army branches and sister services, while others are not appropriate for incorporation into
a SOF-track curriculum. However, some SF competencies, such as intercultural
communications, nonverbal skills, language proficiency, area and cultural orientation,
and political awareness, are all SF war-fighting skills not emphasized by other Army

branches or sister services, and should be incorporated into a SOF-track curriculum.

Joint SOF Education

Title 10, United States Code, section 167, directs the Commander, USSOCOM, to
train assigned forces to meet special operations mission taskings and to ensure
interoperability with conventional forces and other SOF. The unique abilities of SOF are
developed and honed through intensive training and education primarily at three SOF
schools: the Army JFK SWC& S, Fort Bragg; the Naval Special Warfare Center,
Coronado; and the Air Force Special Operations School, Hurlburt Field (DOD 1996, 1).
USSOCOM '’ s education responsibilities are derived further from the following Title 10
mandates: develop strategy, doctrine and tactics; conduct specialized courses of
instruction for commissioned and noncommissioned officers; and monitor the
professional military education (PME) of officers and enlisted personnel. Further, the

commander, USSOCOM has the service-like responsibility of providing education
14



venues that specialize in the art and science of joint special operations (USSOCOM 2001,
1-2).

JFSOI was established on 8 April 1994 by General Wayne Downing, commander,
USSOCOM, with the intent that it facilitate the integration of SOF into joint, combined,
and interagency operations; act as USSOCOM '’s single focal point for joint doctrine
development; standardize joint and common institutional SOF training to eliminate
unnecessary redundancy and to achieve training efficiencies; and establish and maintain a
comprehensive and coherent SOF PME system to enhance development of |eaders (DOD
1996, 1). According to a JSOFI Education Study Executive Summary dated September
1995, the JSOFI charter included the responsibility for SOF officer and
noncommissioned officer PME. This responsibility included the “promulgation and
integration of SOF PME into the DOD and Service Schools.” Of the responsibilities
tasked to JSOFI, the highest priority was the education function. According to SGM
(retired) Bob Gron, former Sergeant Magjor, USSOCOM, J3, training, “prior to JSOFI,
USSOCOM joint education was managed and coordinated by the J5, with assistance from
J3, Training” (email interview, 26 November 2002).

In 1995, a JSOFI-Booz-Allen and Hamilton Study Team conducted a SOF
Education Study that was the impetus for USSOCOM Directive 621-1, Education, dated
10 October 1996. JSOFI was designated the proponent for the directive, which
established an education strategy, common policies and procedures for the conduct and
management of Joint-Special-Operations-Forces-specific education by USSOCOM and
its components. Contained in the directive is “Appendix A,” Joint SOF Learning Areas,
containing eleven separate Special Operations learning areas developed to identify

15



education requirements based on assignment, mission, and duties and responsibilities.
The learning areas were to be incorporated into education shared by the leadership, the
individual, and academic institutions, such as CGSC. General Peter J. Schoomaker, the
subsequent USSOCOM commander, deactivated JSOFI on 1 October 1998. SOF
ingtitutional training and education was integrated under one office as the education
responsibilities performed by JSOFI were transferred to the new USSOCOM Education
and Doctrine Division. The initiative provided “economies of scale’ as USSOCOM
developed joint curriculum and distance learning requirements (email interview, Gaea D.
Levy, JSOU, 7 November 2002). On 9 March 2001, USSOCOM Directive 621-1 was
updated and the USSOCOM Operations, Plans, and Policy Center, Joint Doctrine and
Education Division designated as the new proponent. This updated version eliminated the
learning areas published in the 10 October 1996 version, but provided no alternative
means to assist leaders, individuals, and academic institutions to focus areas of learning
(USSOCOM 2001, 10).

JSOU was established in September 2000 as an institution of higher learning
focused on joint special operations education. General Schoomaker established JSOU to
meet the educational needs of special operators and non-SOF national security decision
makers. JSOU’s mission is to educate SOF executive senior and intermediate leaders and
other selected national and international security decision makers, both military and
civilian, through teaching, research, and outreach, in the science and art of joint special
operations (JSOU web page, n.d.).

A March 2002 JSOU Requirements Analysis recommended three broad functions
for JSOU. Firgt, it was to serve as afocal point for SOF strategic integration for SOF
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education, identifying emergent SOF requirements and developing courseware. Second, it
was to provide SOF education integration focusing on existing executive, senior, and
intermediate-level resident and nonresident courses of study furthering the education of
SOF leaders and selected non-SOF personnel in joint special operations. This function
further requires JSOU to develop SOF-specific programs to supplement or fill existing
voids in PME curricula, placing them in the appropriate programs of instruction at the
appropriate institutions. The third and last recommended function requires JSOU to
develop a state-of-the-art SOF Education Information Technology Architecture capable
of providing the broadest capability of education support (JE Sverdrup Technology 2002,
43-44).

The JSOU requirements analysis further recommends adopting USSOCOM SOF
truths (humans are more important than hardware, quality is better than quantity, SOF
cannot be mass produced, and competent SOF cannot be created after emergencies (JP 3-
05 1988, 11-3)) as SOF's guiding tenets for education, with one addition: SOF operators
must be trained for the known and educated for the unknown (JE Sverdrup Technology
2002, 45). Thisis significant to my study because the last recommended tenet, quoted
from General Schoomaker, is incorporated, along with the SOF truths, into an SF
education model that appears in chapter 5.

USSOCOM Directive 621-1, 9 March 2001, formally recognized a Joint Special
Operations Education Conference that meets, as required, to provide a forum to receive
USSOCOM commander guidance, share ideas and methods, discuss issues and solve
problems, and coordinate and align SOF education efforts. In this venue, USSOCOM
formally recognizes SOF faculty members, such as those at CGSC, as invited attendees.
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However, SOF faculty from CGSC were not included in a USSOCOM -sponsored 0-6-
level Joint Special Operations Education Council, designated to develop strategy,
implementation, and integration plans, vet joint special operations education issues, and
provide feedback and recommendations to the USSOCOM board of directors
(USSOCOM 2001, 8). The formal exclusion of CGSC faculty from the USSOCOM
Education Council does not seem warranted when considering the 20 March 2001
memorandum from the president, JSOU (discussed in chapter 1), to the deputy
commander, USSOCOM, referring to the CGSC Special Operations curriculum as a de

facto Special Operations Command and Staff College.

Joint SOF Education Vision, Goals, and Key Themes

When General Wayne Downing directed the establishment of JSOFI, USSOCOM
undertook the first significant efforts to fulfill its education responsibilities derived from
Title 10, U.S. Code, Section 167. General Downing included in his efforts both a “ SOF
Education Vision,” and PME goals: “To provide our soldiers, sailors, and airmen with the
education tools and opportunities to advance in their chosen profession . . . to prepare
them to successfully meet the challenges and uncertainties of joint, combined, and
interagency operations.” Further, General Downing established the following education
goals for USSOCOM: enhance ability to think and do, emphasize the art of war over the
science of war, provide a global perspective from the operational level, and promote
greater mission understanding (USSOCOM 1996, 1-1). The strategy emphasized that the
long-term health of USSOCOM rests upon joint SOF education becoming a core SOF
value, and directed that each service component implement the USSOCOM education

program. The overarching goal of the program was to produce professional special
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operations officers and noncommissioned officers who had the necessary technical,
leadership and professional education to grow as special operators while remaining fully
competitive for promotion and command (USSOCOM 1996, 1-2).

USSOCOM'’ s education system under General Downing, included instruction
delivered through a variety of means, making maximum use of USSOCOM component
schools, such as the JFK SWC& S. USSOCOM Directive 621-1, dated 10 October 1996,
directed that SOF representatives at service and joint PME institutions filling formally
recognized SOF chairs and those serving as SOF faculty members (i.e., CGSC SOF
faculty) provide current SOF information to the non-SOF community and those SOF
members attending in-residence PME. One of the key tasks specified was to incorporate
SOF learning objectives into the curricula of their respective schools (USSOCOM 1996,
2-3.

Subsegquent USSOCOM commanders have continued to emphasize SOF
education, retaining education of officers and noncommissioned officers, as the
command’ s primary education responsibility. However, as USSOCOM commanders have
changed, so have the guidance and priorities disseminated to SOF chairs and SOF faculty
members at PME ingtitutions. In a 29 January 1997 memorandum for CGSC SOF faculty
member LTC Curt Weimer, U.S. Army General Henry H. Shelton, Commander,
USSOCOM, stated, “It is essential that | provide you with my intent - what is important
for the command, and what is important for you to teach the largely non-SOF leaders that
attend CGSC.” Unlike General Downing, whose priority was the professional education
of SOF officers and noncommissioned officers, General Shelton’s priority target
audience at CGSC was the non-SOF leaders. In fact, General Shelton made no mention of
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the professional education of SOF officers attending CGSC. In contrast, General Peter J.
Schoomaker, subsequent USSOCOM Commander, stated in a 13 August 1999 memo to
all PME SOF chair-holders and faculty members, “Help the SOF students at your
ingtitution learn how to think and not just what to think. Encourage them to develop the
analytical methodologies that will serve them well in ill-defined environments.” He
further stated, “As a stakeholder, your active participation in the development and
execution of a comprehensive SOF education strategy is vital to this Command’s ability
to effectively guide the development of not only SOF personnel, but also our non-SOF
customers.”

In contrast, in a memo titled “ Academic Y ear 01-02 Emphasis,” the commander,
USSOCOM, makes two significant changes in his guidance to PME institutions. For the
first time ever, the commander, USSOCOM, communicates guidance only to “formal”
SOF chairs, excluding service intermediate-level PME SOF faculty. Thisis highlighted
when the memorandum directs SOF chair-holders to “expand your reach through better
relationships and support to other educational institutions such as Service intermediate-
level education institutions.” However, USSOCOM’s most significant change in
guidance to SOF chairs isits shift in priorities from the professional education of SOF
officers to non-SOF students. Rather than simply not address SOF officers, the
memorandum emphasizes the importance of educating non-SOF |leaders over SOF
officers attending PME institutions. These changesin USSOCOM’s PME education
emphasis mark a significant departure from the PME education priorities of both General
Downing and General Schoomaker. Further, they are confusing for service intermediate-
level PME institutions. Are service intermediate-level PME ingtitutions no longer
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important to USSOCOM? Are the SOF faculties at these institutions excluded from the
current SOF chair guidance to focus on non-SOF |eaders rather than SOF leaders? Since
CGSC graduates nearly thirteen hundred future leaders from all services and over eighty
different countries annually, CGSC would seem to be an important PME institution. In
contrast, each senior PME institution graduates approximately 250-350 officers, and
neither SOF and nor-SOF graduates of senior PME institutions are likely to be
significantly influenced at such alate juncture in their careers. Additionally, the academic
year 01-02 emphasis is contrary to USSOCOM Directive, 621-1, Joint Special Operations
Education System, dated 9 March 2001, which states, “USSOCOM'’s primary
responsibility is the education of SOF. A secondary responsibility is the education of
selected DOD, interagency, and international military personnel in the requirements,

capabilities, and limitations of U.S. joint special operations organizations’ (p. 3).

U.S. Army SOF Education

All USSOCOM components, to include USASOC, are tasked in USSOCOM
Directive 621-1 to implement USSOCOM'’s joint special operations education program.
Among the other requirements outlined in chapter 4 (Responsibilities), components are
directed to “develop high-value joint courses of instruction which fulfill the vision and
goals outlined in USSOCOM Directive 621-1." Yet, the only JFK SWC& S joint SOF
course of instruction identified in the 1995 SOF Education Study was a CGSOC sixty-
hour SOF advanced studies course (A533, Advanced Special Operations Studies). The 1
March 2002 JSOU Executive Summary & Main Report: Joint Special Operations
University Requirements Analysisdid not attempt to identify joint SOF instruction within

component schools.
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According to LTC Bob Clossom, Deputy Director, Training and Doctrine, JFK
SWC&S, the focus of the JFK SWC& S is training, not education. Chapter 3, DA
Pamphlet 351-4, U.S. Army Formal Schools Catalog, lists no JFK SWC& S joint SOF
courses of instruction and no advanced SOF or advanced joint SOF education courses for
intermediate level SF or SOF officers (email interview, 18 November 2002). Colonel
Hank Harris, Director of Training and Doctrine, JFK SWC&S from 1999 to 2002, stated
that he does not recall the JFK SWC& S ever offering any joint or joint SOF courses of
instruction (email interview, 19 November 2002). It appears that USASOC has yet to
directly implement USSOCOM's guidance to “develop high-value joint courses of
instruction which fulfill the vision and goals outlined in USSOCOM Directive 621-1.”
Yet it isunfair to say USASOC has not attempted to pursue, at least indirectly, this area,
because it has. Nor can it be said the command has not, nor does not, informally fund
efforts towards joint education, because it does. Each year USASOC provides guest
speakers, adjunct instructors, computers, software, and exercise support. This informal
support is considerable, and an extremely important aspect of the SOF curriculum.

Between June and December 1987, the Department of Joint and Combined
Operation’s (DJCO) Counter Revolutionary Warfare Committee established a SOF
Coordination Desk based on increased emphasis given to SOF. This increased emphasis
coincides with USSOCOM'’ s establishment as a unified combatant command on 16 April
1987. The SOF Coordination Desk, staffed by the two SF officers assigned to the Counter
Revolutionary Warfare Committee, was designed to ensure SOF was properly integrated
into all CGSC instruction and was responsible to work with the CGSC service elements
to ensure their SOF was integrated into the CGSOC curriculum (CGSC 30 January-31
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December 1987a). This responsibility was transferred to the DJCO Low Intensity
Conflict Proponency office between July 1988 and 31 December 1988 (CGSC 31 July-31
December 1988d). The first SOF elective offered at CGSC was A533, Special Operations
Forces, athirty-hour course added during academic year (AY) 1987-88. CAC historical
archives do not reflect the course being added; however, the course appears in CGSC
Circular 351-1, United States Army, Command and General Saff Catalog, dated May
1987. Previous archived CGSC course catal ogs contain no SOF courses. The course was
designed for all U.S. students to gain an appreciation of SOF capabilities, limitations, and
mission support requirements, and gain a working knowledge of SOF employment in
global operations throughout the spectrum of conflict (CGSC 1987b, 98). Apparently the
course was not intended as the foundation of a SOF curriculum, since it was not
mandated for SF or SOF officers.

On 26 May 1988, DJCO conducted the first annual SOF Symposium for CGSOC.
The results of the symposium were not available in historical archives; however, records
reflect that the CAC commander signed a SOF Integration Action Plan that DJCO
implemented through its Counter Revolutionary Warfare Committee. A copy of the plan
could not be located in the historical archives (CGSC January-June 1988c).

A council of colonels for the integration of SOF into TRADOC functions
convened on 9 and 10 June 1988 to discuss and work issues outlined in the CAC SOF
Integration Plan. The council was given oversight and steering responsibilities, which
were to guide the SOF Integration Action Plan through general officer decisions and
TRADOC implementation (CGSC 17 June 1988b). According to the memorandum, the
council addressed the following issues: (1) General Officer Education, (2) Integrate
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Master Plans, (3) Teaching Scenarios, (4) SOF Instruction, (5) Training Support
Packages, Issue (6) SOF Manpower Requirements, (7a) Scenarios and (7b) Training
Simulations, (8) Special Operations Staff Officers Course, (9) Joint Integration, (10)
Combat Training Centers, (11) Wargames/Models, and (12) Research and Development.
The 17 June 1988 CGSC memorandum reported that issues 1, 3, 4, 5, 7b, 9, and 10 were
“on schedule,” while issues 2, 6, 7a, 11, and 12 were listed as “problem issues.” Further,
the memorandum reported that the council completed Issue 8, Special Operations Staff
Officers Course. These efforts, less than one year after the establishment of USSOCOM,
represent a U.S. Army willingness to integrate SOF into TRADOC education and to
address unique advanced education requirements of SOF officers. A second SOF
Integration Council of Colonels met on 12 December 1988 and reported all activities
proceeding on schedule (CGSC July-31 December 1988d). No further indications in CAC
historical summaries that the SOF Integration Council of Colonels ever met again were
found.

A533, SOF, was offered again during AY 1988-89 (CGSC May 1988c, 103).
During AY 1989-90, it was redesignated A556, and redesignated again to A554 during
AY 1990-91 (CGSC May 1988c, 103; CGSC 6 November 1990b). Notably, during AY
1989-90 and 1990-91, CGSC established “SF" as one of three Areas of Concentrations
(AOC) (CGSC May 1989, 68). This represents TRADOC's and CGSC'’ s recognition of
the unique education needs of SF officers. SF officers were required to complete 210
hours of elective courses, of which ninety hours were mandated. Required courses
included: A554, a thirty-hour SOF course, plus two additional thirty-hour courses from a
list including regional studies, Internal Defense and Development, Small Wars, Internal
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War and Revolution, and Drugs (CGSC 6 November 1990b, enclosure 3). Unlike
previous years, A554 was listed as supporting only the Officer Professional Management
System functional area of SF during AY 1990-91. However the course was modified and
recommended for officers who had served or who expected assignment to or in support of
special operations organizations. The 1990-91 SOF course incorporated “employment
planning,” a subject previously not studied (CGSC July 1990c, 81).

SF was eliminated as a stand alone AOC during AY 1991-92 and incorporated
under a new Joint and or Combined AOC (CGSC July 1991b, 62). SF officers were
required to take A554, Special Operations Forces, and required to fulfill the joint AOC
curriculum requirements (CGSC July 1991b, 47) for the next eight years until AY 1999-
2000.

Although the SOF Integration Council of Colonelsimplied in June 1988 that a
Specia Operations Staff Officers Course was established, the first documented attempt to
establish aformal course did not occur until the summer of 1993 at Fort Bragg. As
mentioned earlier, MG Sidney Shachnow, then Commander, JFK SWC& S, conducted a
mini-advanced course for SF officers who had completed the Operational Detachment-A
level of their careers. According to MG Shachnow,

We hoped to have this course administered prior to CGSC, but would be flexible.

We settled for alittle over forty hours of instruction because we thought it would

be acceptable to the field. We were wrong. Commanders were not interested in

the professional development of their officers, they were more interested in how
missions they were assigned came off. Selfish but true. We ran one course, but it
was such a hassle to get the attendance, and | did not get the unqualified
commitment from the Commanders that we did not repeat it again. | concluded
early on that unless we made it a gate toward upward mobility and mandatory it
would not work. There just was not enough time left in my military career to see

it worked to a satisfactory conclusion. | retired that year. (Email interviews, 15

October 2002 and 1 December 2002)
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In 1994, the JFK SWC& S coordinated with CGSC to add a USA SOC-sponsored
forty-hour end of course SF Advanced Studies Program conducted at Fort Leavenworth
(CGSC 13 May 1994d; USASOC 14 April 1994). This course was conducted only once,
from 6 to 10 June 1994. According to MG (retired) Sidney Shachnow, “JFK SWC&S lost
interest and did not support the continuation of this program. It was something that got
lost in the hassle” (email interview 11 November 2002).

In July 1994, LTC Stan Moore proposed a sixty-hour Advanced Special
Operations Studies program of instruction and coordinated a JFK SWC& S-prepared
memorandum of agreement (MOA) between the commander, JFK SWC& S and the
deputy commandant, U.S. Army CGSC. The program of instruction content focused on
joint and Army SOF doctrine, student research, and senior SOF guest speakers, and
included planning time for the college’ s capstone exercise, Prairie Warrior (CGSC 29
July 1994c). However, the DJCO acting director recommended against signing the draft
MOA because it provided the JFK SWC& S the authority to approve course content,
proposing it be amended to provide the JFK SWC& S an opportunity to only recommend
course content (CGSC 22 November 1994b). Apparently this issue was never resolved
between CAC and the JFK SWC&S, since the MOA prepared by the JFK SWC& S was
never signed.

Nevertheless, the program of instruction was approved and implemented during
CGSC AY 1994-95 as A553, Specia Operations Advanced Studies, and mandated for all
SF officers. The course of instruction remains a part of the CGSC SOF-track curriculum,

though now exclusively as a guest speaker program. A554 was retained in the CGSC
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curriculum during AY 1994-95, but rewritten as a SOF overview course for non-SOF
officers (CGSC 4 August 1994e, 6). This course was dropped during AY 2000-01
because of expanding instructor requirements to support the SOF officer-focused
curriculum, and because of the relatively small numbers of non-SOF students who were
able to enroll. The decision to eliminate the course was at the time in accordance with
USSOCOM directive 621-1 primary and secondary responsibilities, and the USSOCOM
commander’s guidance to PME SOF faculty. The decision is not in accordance with the
current USSOCOM Commander’'s AY 01-02 Emphasis, but remains in accordance with
the current USSOCOM directive 621-1.

During AY 1995-96, DJCO eliminated its only officer-distribution-plan (ODP)
supported SF officer position from the CGSC TDA (CGSC 1995a). Apparently, this
decision was not well received within the Army SOF community, since in 1996 a one-
page CGSC information paper, “ SOF representation at CGSC” (date not indicated)
outlined a need for an 04 or 05 SF ODP-supported officer on the CGSC TDA to serve as
the college SOF subject matter expert to write SOF courses of instruction and lessons and
coordinate SOF component participation during the CGSC capstone exercise. Attached as
an enclosure to this document is a 17 November 1996 memorandum from the CAC
commander, LTG L. D. Holder, in response to the commander, JFK SWC&S. The CAC
commander memo begins, “1 share your concern about adequate representation for all our
Army branches and sister services at CGSC. | endorse the idea of adding additional
USSOCOM ODP supported SOF personnel to support the overall CGSC curriculum.”
LTG Holder continues later by saying, “1 welcome additional USSOCOM ODP
supported instructors (MAJS/LTCs) in CGSC. One of these could fill a specific ‘ SOF
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Chair’ and serve as the ‘SOF SME."” Currently, the civil affairs/psychological operations
(PSYOP) position is unfilled and is projected to remain unfilled. Y our support in filling
this position would greatly enhance the SOF curriculum” (CGSC 17 November 1996b). It
is unclear exactly what prompted the CAC commander’s memorandum to the JFK
SWC&S commander, but it seems that it responded to a U.S. Army SOF community
concern that there was not sufficient ODP SOF representation on the CGSC TDA to
ensure SOF integration into the CGSC curriculum. Further, it seems that the JFK
SWC& S commander made some mention to the CAC commander regarding a “ SOF
Chair.” | can only speculate that the use of the term SOF Chair in this instance referred to
the possibility of aformal SOF chair at CGSC, such as those at senior service PME
ingtitutions. Regardless, no formal SOF chair was ever approved or funded at CGSC by
USSOCOM. However, an SF Lieutenant Colonel was requisitioned in 1996 to fill a
CGSC ODP-supported TDA position during CGSC AY 1997-98. That position remains
the only ODP-supported SF officer position on the CGSC TDA. All other SF officers
assigned to CGSC fill either combat arms or branch immaterial TDA positions.

During AY 1996-97, the Introduction to SOF course was redesignated A524, and
Advanced Special Operations Studies redesignated A525. Additionally, A526,
Psychological Operations and Civil Affairs, was introduced to the CGSC curriculum for
the first time (CGSC 13 September 19963, 4). All three courses remained unchanged
during AY 1997-98. However, as Prairie Warrior grew to include more robust student
planning staffs, the SOF curriculum had to change in order for its students to remain
relevant within the exercise. On 4 March 1998, CGSC approved a twenty-seven-hour
AAP, A519, Advanced Specia Operations Planning Course, in support of Prairie Warrior
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(CGSC 24 February 1998b). On 29 October 1998, the course was redesignated A574,
Joint Force Special Operations Component Command (Joint Force Special Operations
Component Command) Planning Seminar, and approved by CGSC to be increased to
eighty-one hours (CGSC 16 October 1998c). During AY 2001-2002, this course was
expanded to incorporate an additional twenty-seven hours of special operations doctrine
instruction conducted by visiting JSOU instructors (CGSC 2001-2002, 79). The twenty-
seven hours of joint special operations doctrine was subsequently extracted and formed a
stand-alone course (A571, Joint Special Operations Doctrine Seminar) presented by
JSOU during AY 2002-03 (CGSC 18 October 2002c, 9).

On 19 August 1998, CGSC approved two additional twenty-seven-hour SF
elective courses (CGSC 18 August 1998d). First, a Prairie Warrior planning seminar
(A576, SF Operational Planning Seminar) was designed around a deployed SF battalion
in aforeign internal defense and counterinsurgency environment. This course was
expanded to eighty-one hours during AY 1999-2000, redesignated Asymmetrical Threat
& Counterinsurgency Planning Seminar, and incorporated international officers, who
simulated a host nation light infantry division (CGSC 1999-2000, 78). A deployed SF
battalion was replicated around joint SOF and Army combat support and combat service
support officers, who were responsible for advising and assisting the international officer
host nation division prepare a counterinsurgency campaign plan. Both U.S. and
international officer staffs participated in Prairie Warrior, conducting counterinsurgency,
while the JSOTF and JPOTF Planning Seminars supported theater-wide conventional
operations. A576 was expanded to 108 hours during AY 2001-2002, adding twenty-seven
hours of insurgency and counterinsurgency educational classes (CGSC 2001-2002, 81).
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The course was eliminated for AY 2002-2003 during the CGSOC transition to ILE
AWOC, when TRADOC and CGSC chaose an exercise design focused on small tactical
level computer-simulation-driven exercises, and de-emphasized operational level joint,
multinational, and interagency exercises. JSOU agreed to present a twenty-seven-hour
insurgency and unconventiona warfare course (A577, Insurgency and Unconventional
Warfare Course) during this AY for al SOF officers and other interested CGSC officers
to preclude the elimination of these forms of warfare (CGSC 18 October 2002c, 7).

The second course added during AY 1998-99 was A575, Special Forces
Operations Base/Forward Operations Base Procedures, an elective designed to prepare
non-branch-qualified SF officers to become familiar with SF operational base and
forward operational base procedures, apply tactical and operational level doctrine as a
member of an SF operations base or forward operations base staff, and acquire skills for
the administrative training and garrison responsibilities of a battalion and group
operations officer, company commander, and executive officer (CGSC 27 October
1998a, 71). This course remains a part of the SOF curriculum, though it was renamed the
SF Company Command, S-3, XO Course/Forward Operations Base Course.

During AY 1999-2000, the CGSC deputy commandant approved a focused SOF
curriculum track under the joint area of concentration. This recognition of the unique
joint and interagency war-fighting education requirements of SF and SOF officersis
reminiscent of the SF AOC that was instituted as part of CGSOC during AY 1990-91.
JFK SWC& S-funded SOF curriculum contractors are presently integrating the SOF

curriculum into ILE AOWC.
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Three new SOF electives were added during AY 2000-01. First, A576, Special
Operation Historical Studies, a twenty-seven-hour course was added (CGSC 6 February
20014). It was not offered during AY 2001-02, but was reintroduced during AY 2002-03,
as well as integrated into the ILE AOWC SOF curriculum (CGSC 2001-2002; CGSC 18
October 2002c, 7). Secondly, A577, Special Operations Forces Command, Control,
Communications, Computers, and Intelligence, was introduced and taught during a two-
week period prior to Prairie Warrior. The course was intended to familiarize SF and SOF
officers with three digital systems they would likely encounter in operational units. They
included the Global Command and Control System-Army, Maneuver Control System,
and All-Source Analysis System. This course has not been continued in subsequent years;
however, it should be reintegrated in some fashion to prepare SF and SOF officers for the
digital environment in which they will work. The third SOF AAP approved for addition
to the CGSOC curriculum was A579, the Civil-Military Operations Planners Course.
However, though it was approved during AY 2000-01, it was not offered until AY 01-
2002 (CGSC 6 February 20014, 3). Lastly, A862, Special Operations Airpower in the
Joint Campaign, was introduced during AY 2002-03. This was the first Air Force Special
Operations course of instruction conducted at CGSC, representing an attempt to satisfy

the needs of all joint SOF (CGSC 18 October 2002c, 9).

Summary
Within the Army, the founding of USSOCOM seems to have provided the

impetus for increased emphasis on SF and SOF in general. Thisis evident from CGSC
archives, which reflect a CAC SOF Council of Colonels established to integrate SOF into

different levels of TRADOC education and the establishment of an SF AOC less than a
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year after the establishment of USSOCOM. However, this increased interest in SF and
SOF was short lived. Shortly after Desert Shield and Desert Storm, joint and
multinational operations took on greater significance within CGSOC, and SF was
subordinated under a new Joint and Combined AOC. The reason for this relegation
seemingly occurred for two reasons. First, increased emphasis given to joint and
multinational operations after the Gulf War was reflected within TRADOC and CGSOC.
Second, the number of assigned SOF officers within the new Department of Joint and
Combined Operations was reduced to just one SF officer. It appears that the increased
emphasis given to joint and multinational operations and lack of assigned SOF
community instructors resulted in SF and SOF losing emphasis within CGSC. Whether
an accurate assessment or not, the SF AOC was eliminated, and SF and SOF education
remained relatively low priority until AY 1998-1999, when it began a five-year
expansion that continues today. It seems the JFK SWC& S recognized the TRADOC and
CAC changein priorities. The proposed MOA, prepared by the JFK SWC& S, between
the JFK SWC& S and CAC suggests that. Despite the fact that the 1994 MOA was never
resolved or signed, the JFK SWC& S began and continues to provide significant support
to the SOF curriculum. Moreover, the entire U.S. Army and joint SOF communities now
provide thousands of dollars in SOF curriculum support annually.

Title 10, United States Code, Section 167, leaves much to the interpretation of
USSOCOM and military service departments. It directs the commander, USSOCOM, to
train assigned forces to meet special operations mission taskings and to ensure
interoperability with conventional forces and other SOF (DOD 1996, 1). Though
USSOCOM was established in 1987, it was not until 1994 that General Wayne Downing
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took the first steps to fulfill USSOCOM's Title 10 responsibilities. Since then, the level
of emphasis and interpretation has varied from commander to commander. As
USSOCOM is not a service, only “servicelike,” it seems that some USSOCOM
commanders choose to view service departments as responsible for the professional
education of their officers. Likewise, past USSOCOM subordinate service component
commanders appear to have relied on their respective service departments for the
professional education of their officers. Despite the efforts of MG Sidney Shachnow in
the mid 1990s, USASOC and the JFK SWC& S have relied on TRADOC to provide SF
officers with advanced and intermediate education. Additionally, TRADOC, through
CGSC, carefully protects its PME duties and responsibilities. This was demonstrated in
1994 when the JFK SWC& S attempted to take responsibility for course content in a
Specia Operations Advanced Studies Course. CGSC disagreed with the JFK SWC&S
proposal, and the proposed MOI between the two institutions was never agreed upon or

signed.
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CHAPTER 3
LITERATURE REVIEW AND RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
The U.S. Army SF and Army Special Operations communities have long
maintained a focus on training versus education. This was documented ina USSOCOM-
sponsored SOF Education Study conducted from May to September 1995. While the JFK
SWC& S has conducted some studies to determine the intermediate and advanced
education requirements for SF officers, only USSOCOM has made any significant effort
to address the professional education of SOF officers. The following outlines existing
studies and U.S. Army manuals that will assist in answering the thesis questions.
18A/SF Advanced Studies Program During January 2001, an Individual Task
Working Group established broad individual tasks for 18A/SF officers. During March
2001, aworking group reviewed the tasks and examined a potential structure for an
18A/SF Officer Advanced Course. The purpose of the course was to produce SF officers
with enhanced SF skills and abilities who are prepared for duties asan 0-4, 18A, in any
organization and level, from an SF group through joint headquarters elements, and
anywhere in the interagency community. Further, the course was designed to develop SF
majors able to persuasively articulate the need for unconventiona warfare and or
unconventional operations (UW/UO), and then capable of integrating UW/UO
throughout the operational continuum to support the attainment of U.S. national
objectives (U.S. Special Forces Command 2001, seminar 7, draft 18A Advanced Studies
Program). The draft 18A/SF Advanced Studies Program document is significant because
it is the only known formal effort by the SF community to pursue advanced education for
intermediate level SF officers. Though only a draft document that outlines broad critical
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tasks, the 18A/SF Advanced Studies Program does provide a framework for identifying
the competencies, learning areas, and supporting tasks that should be a significant
contributor to any intermediate level SF/SOF curriculum.

Department of Defense Inspector General (IG) Audit Report 97-012, U.S. Special
Operations Command Training and Education Program, 30 October 1996. The objective
of this |G audit was to evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of the USSOCOM
training and education program. The audit further outlined a number of JSOFI initiatives,
to include its development of a SOF Education Strategy, and a supporting SOF Education
Study, conducted from May-September 1995 by a JSOFI-Booz-Allen & Hamilton study
team. This was the first study of this type, and it identified learning shortcomings within
USSOCOM. The purpose of the study was to determine education requirements and
capabilities and to recommend solutions to correct identified deficiencies. The study
relied on an extensive review of SOF customers, SOF officers and NCO leadership, and
SOF and non-SOF PME institutions and schools (USSOCOM 19953, 1, 3). Subsequent
gueries for documents outlined in the audit led to USSOCOM Directive #621-1, 10
October 1996, which established common policies and procedures for the conduct and
management of Joint-Special-Operations-Forces-specific education by USSOCOM and
its components. Within the directive is Appendix A, Joint SOF Learning Aress,
containing eleven separate Special Operations learning areas that were identified in the
May to September 1995 education study. The appendix, published only in draft format,
contains learning areas that identify knowledge areas for primary, intermediate, and

senior officers, as well as noncommissioned officers. Because this is the only known list
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of intermediate and senior joint SOF learning areas formally compiled, it will serve an
important part of the thesis analysis.

USSOCOM Directive #621-1 (9 March 2001) eliminated Appendix A, Joint SOF
Learning Areas. According to Colonel (retired) Brian Maher, Assistant President, JSOU,
“1 wanted to use Appendix A as a starting point for the March 2002 ‘JSOU Requirements
Analysis' study, and to possibly have the learning areas revalidated. USSOCOM wanted
the learning objectives eliminated because they were seen as holdovers from JSOFI”
(email interview, 13 March 2002). Even though the current directive no longer contains
SOF education leaning areas, it remains a valid source for this thesis because it provides
current USSOCOM education goals.

Intermediate Level Education Needs Analysis, Volume | (30 March 2001). The
above-mentioned 1997 Science Application International Corporation study, which
resulted in a chief of staff of the Army tasking to develop a concept for al Active
Component Category officers to receive a common field grade education, generated a 24
August 2000 CGSC Deputy Commandant Statement of Work (DABT 65-98-D-002)
contracted to Cubic Defense Applications Group, to examine the CGSOC curriculum and
identify the educational needs required of graduates to meet the demands of the full
spectrum operational environment (Cubic 2001). The ‘Needs Assessment’ served as the
basis for the design phase of both the CGSOC ILE common core curriculum and the
AOWC. The Cubic assessment recommends a competency-based |earning approach for
ILE and AOWC, and recommends using the seven leader competencies contained in FM

22-100 around which to build the new course.
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Objective Force Concepts for Army Special Operations Forces (DRAFT). This
document is the conceptual basis for development of the Army Special Operations Forces
(ARSOF) objective force capabilities and operational and organizational plans. These
concepts, objective force capabilities, and operational and organizational plans will be
assessed in war games, studies, experimentation, analyses, testing, and simulations in
order to refine them and develop insights. The insights will identify specific changes
needed in DOTMLPF. This document is significant because it identifies the capabilities
of ARSOF, to include SF, in the future (TRADOC 15 July 2002, chapter 3).

Executive Summary & Main Report, JSOU Requirements Analysis, 1 March 2002
In July 2001, USSOCOM directed that a comprehensive analysis of short-, mid-, and
long-term education requirements be performed for SOF. Additionally, the study, entitled
JSOU Requirements Analysis Sudy, was to provide a needs-to-solution analysis for
JSOU. Thisiis the second and latest USSOCOM study that included an analysis of SOF
education. This study was not chartered to identify SOF learning objectives. However, as
it does include recent analysis of SOF education, it is relevant to this thesis.

Srategic Planning Guidance, Achieving USASOC Objectives for the 1st Decade
of a New Millennium, USASOC 2001. The current USASOC Srategic Planning Guidance
contains themes that are particularly relevant to this study. It provides overall direction
for the development of the Program Objective Memorandum 04-09. It is significant
because it discusses SOF capabilities, and validates a critical task list for all U.S. Army
SOF. Hence, it provides some insight into how ARSOF and SF should be educated.

U.S. Army FM 3-05.20, Special Forces Operations (June 2001). Thisisthe
keystone manual for SF doctrine. It describes SF roles, missions, capabilities,
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organization, command and control (C2), employment, and sustainment operations across
the operational continuum Additionally, it outlines the SF core competencies that | will
analyze in relation to Army core competencies and SOF learning areas contained in
USSOCOM Directive #621-1, 10 October 1996.

USSOCOM Strategic Compass, 5 October 2001. Thisis a compilation of
documents, including a commander, USSOCOM memorandum, titled “The Way Ahead,”
service component and theater special operations command missions, USSOCOM'’s
vision, mission statement, core values, and SOF truths. Other documents include Future
Concepts Working Group initiatives, headquarters vision and mission statement, Title 10
responsibilities, USSOCOM strategic direction, and selective strategic issues. This
document is significant because it represents SOF direction from a strategic perspective.

FM 22-100, Army Leadership: Be-Know-Do, August 1999. This manual outlines
character (Be) and competence (Know and Do) acts necessary to achieve excellence.
Intermediate Level Education Needs Analysis, Volume I, 30 March 2001, recommends
redesigning intermediate level Army officer education based on a competency-based
learning approach, focusing specifically on the competence acts of know and do, and
their seven supporting skills.

Army Special Operations Forces Vision 2010, 7 April 1997 (ARSOF Vision
2010). The relevance of ARSOF Vision 2010 to this thesis is contained in three areas.
First, ARSOF s contribution to the five DOD joint operational concepts (information
superiority, dominant maneuver, precision engagement, full-dimensional protection, and
focused logistics). Second, the identification of the year 2002 as when Army SOF must
identify the changes in determining, documenting, and approving war-fighting
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requirements in the domains of DOTMLPF. Education of SF |leaders falls under the
category of leader development. Department of the Army Pamphlet 611-21, 31 March
1999, and Department of the Army Pamphlet 600-3 01, 1 October 1998, are used only to
identify criteria for entry into the SF career field. Third, ARSOF Vision 2010 identifies
critical tasks that present and future ARSOF must know and do. Thus, it will help
identify the competencies that should shape a SF officer intermediate level advanced

education curriculum.

Research M ethodology

Under ILE, CGSOC instructional Terms |1 and |11 are called the AOWC. As part
of the redesign, TRADOC decided to change the officer ILE curriculum focus from
termina and enabling learning objectives and knowledge transfer to a competency-based
learning approach. The new curriculum concentrates on developing field grade leader
competencies, skills and behaviors, and supporting performances using FM 22-100 as the
basis for developing a framework of seven competencies that identify supporting skills
and behaviors. According to the ILE needs analysis prepared by Cubic, the “Be’
characteristic or character (a person’s inner strength) is fully grounded when an officer
attends ILE, and an area that cannot be taught in an educational environment, only
reinforced (Cubic 2001, 12-1). In other words, an officer’s character is formed during the
early years of his or her life, or as a young officer, and will not likely be shaped or
reshaped while attending ILE.

The research analysis includes a study of three strategic level SOF documents that
outline competencies and skills that SF and SOF soldiers must know and do today and in

the future. This portion of the study is important for supporting the author’s viewpoint
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that SF competencies, not Army competencies, should be the basis for shaping
intermediate level advanced SF education and answering the primary thesis question,
What are the competencies and learning areas that should shape an AOWC SOF-track
curriculum for U.S. Army SF officers attending U.S. Army ILE?

Army competencies are appropriate for all students receiving ILE common core
instruction. AOWC is intended to develop requisite competencies for officers to serve
successfully during the remainder of their Army careers (CGSC web page 17 September
2002). Only eight of the ten SF competencies (war fighting; training; intercultural
communications; problem solving; interagency, joint, and multinational operations;
political awareness; and advanced technology) listed in FM 3-05.20 are used to support
the analytical models. The remaining two competencies (physical fitness and clandestine
infiltration and exfiltration) are excluded because neither is the focus of CGSC education.
Figure 3 is an example of the first analytical model used to compare SF and Army
competencies. U.S. Army FM 3-05.20 states, “ Special Forces possess distinguishing core
competencies, and many are derived from the Unconventional Warfare mission. These
competencies have evolved over the years due to changing mission requirements and
focus by the geographic Combatant Commanders to dictate the needs of Special Forces
training” (2001, I-8).

Even though this manual does not further state that SF core competencies should
likewise dictate the educational needs of SF, it is this author’s opinion that it is

appropriate to expand this statement to include education.

40



Army Competencies Special Forces Competencies
Interpersonal Skills * Intercultural Communications

* Interpersonal Skills

« Nonverbal Skills

« Language Proficiency

* Area & Cultural Orientation

Conceptual Skills « »* Problem Solving

* War-fighting

Technical Skills * Physical Fitness
« Clandestine Infil & Exfil
» Advanced T echnology

* Political Awareness

Tactical Skills < >+ Problem Solving
* Intercultural Communications (language
proficiency & cultural orientation)

* I nteragency, Joint, Combined &
Influencing < » Multinational Operations
« Political Awareness

* Austere or Hostile Environments
Operating « Training
« Interagency, Joint, Combined &
Multinational Operations
Improving « Training

Figure 3. Comparison of Army and SF Competencies

The documents selected to support this assertion are ARSOF Vision 2010, U.S.
Army Special Operations Command (USASOC) Srategic Planning Guidance, 2001, and
the Objective Force Concept for SF (draft).

Next, two analytical models designed to identify learning areas and supporting
learning objectives that further answer the primary thesis question are discussed. The first
model compares Army core competencies with SF core competencies. The purpose for
comparing them is to determine similarities, overlaps, and variations. Overlaps represent
intersect points between Army and SF core competencies. The intersect points identify
Army competency education that SF officers can leverage. Similarities identify
competency education that SF officers might be able to leverage. SF competencies that
distinctly differ from Army competencies identify education that must be provided via an

SF-focused curriculum. Results from this analysis will focus curriculum developers on
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existing or projected education AOWC opportunities, and identify Army competency
learning areas and supporting learning objectives within AOWC that fulfill or in part
support SF advanced war-fighting education needs.

The second analytical model compares the eight SF competencies mentioned
above with five joint SOF learning areas and special needs learning areas contained in
Appendix A (joint SOF learning areas) to USSOCOM Directive 621-1, 10 October 1996.
The purpose is to identify joint SOF learning and special needs areas that complement SF
competencies and supporting skills and performances. The supporting joint SOF learning
objectives that directly or indirectly support SF competencies could validate some current
CGSOC SOF curriculum learning objectives and identify new learning objectives that
should be considered for integration into the CGSC AOWC SOF-track curriculum.
Appendix A (joint SOF learning areas) contains more than 165 supporting learning
objectives. Accordingly, | am limiting my discussion to an overall analysis of the five
basic joint SOF learning areas and special needs learning areas 8, 9 and 11, and a detailed
discussion of one representative learning area. Table 1 is an example of the model
constructed to identify valid tasks. The results of the comparison to all learning areas and
special needs are located in appendix A. The five basic SOF learning areas include:
learning area one, joint SOF; learning area two, joint service operations; learning area
three, multinational operations; learning area four, interagency operations; and learning
areafive, information warfare. The three special needs areas include: special need eight,
regional requirements; special need nine, Special Operations Liaison Element; and
specia need eleven, commanders. The other special needs areas do not directly support
an SF or SOF focused curriculum, or the learning areas contained in the specia need is
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contained in one of the five basic SOF learning areas. For example, specia need one,
Joint PSY OP is appropriate for a PSY OP planner, but is far more comprehensive than
necessary for an SF officer. Additionally, many of the PSY OP planner subordinate
learning objectives are similar to those contained in SOF learning areas one through five.
Likewise, special needs two (the joint staff NCO) learning objectives are extracted from
those already contained in SOF learning areas one through five. Similarly, specia needs
three (doctrine writers at component headquarters and joint staffs special needs); special
needs four (component headquarters and joint staffs, to include Special Operations
Commands); specia needs five (joint staff planners); and special needs seven (SF, Civil
Affairs, PSY OP, Foreign Squadron, Selected Sea-Air-Land Teams) are each built from

learning objectives extracted from SOF learning areas one through five.

Tablel. Learning Area 1: Joint SOF (SOF learning about SOF)
Learning Area 1.1 National policy & joint Special Operations Forces

Primary Primary Intermediate | ntermediate ntermediate ntermediate |Intermediate |Intermediate | |ntermediate
Know basic now Comprehend  [Compr now how joinfApply current [Comprehend | Comprehend
national policy, fundamental ~[national policy purrent Service owjointSOF  fdoctrinefor  [SOF policy  [how national | the impact of
major ' Jes and [for the bnd Joint doctrine folicy and JSOF provides [and doctrine  [POlioy axd | ipren trends
ants anl it dctrime [employment o for SOF asit Hoctrine provides [puidance for  Jand adapt it to fjoint doctrine | in policy and
gf"“:”" andjointdoctrine foF onithe  felates to the largerpuidance for raining, apidy [ 2 e | Lnderving
driolesin poplicable 10 fogicy body of joint [OF aterial and  [changing leveloped 10 | ooq mptions
policy an [SOF imperatives  Floctrine; kommeandersto  foperational ent | e principal | 2o e
doctrine ihet quide  |indersiandits  etermineforce  feuirements - [and evolving - [(heprin of military
formulation military Epplication for  Kructure and ecessary o [missionset. [P¥ES | forces s tney
that guide the operations.  planning and gjor Force prepare SOF to producekey | impactonthe
employment of P) feonduct documents employment
SOF and lead pperations JL1 budget pesgned and decisions. | o SOF
to agiven unit
m‘sg,'c,, ' angeof military fool lateral
vities

Warfighting
Conventional _tactics,
Light Inf TTPto Bn
Level, Integrate fires

Training

Assess unit programs,
develop & implement
programs

Intercultural
Interpersonal skills,
area& cultural
awereness, language
proficiency
Problem

Solving
Interagency,

Joint/Combined|
Operations

Political
Awareness

Special Forces Competencies

Advanced
Technology
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Lastly, areview the draft 18A/SF Advanced Studies Program developed by the
JFK SWC& S during the spring of 2001 will be conducted. The purpose for including this
document is to provide an objective review of the proposed program, outline how the
AOWC SOF curriculum fulfills a portion of the proposed requirements, and hopefully
resurrect the proposed advanced studies program within the U.S. Army SOF community.
The broad 18A/SF officer critical tasks identified by the program assist in answering the

primary thesis question.



CHAPTER 4

ANALYSIS

ARSOF Vision 2010

The Army’s decision to remake ILE and AOWC based on the requirements of an
officer’s specific career field, branch or FA is intended to provide a quality, tailored
education linked to the Officer Personal Management System (U.S. Army News Release
2003). TRADOC' s subsequent decision use FM 22-100 competencies as the basis upon
which all instruction will likely produce a field grade officer with a warrior ethos,
grounded in conventional Army war-fighting doctrine, with appropriate technical,
tactical, and leadership competencies and skills to be successful. FM 22-100
competencies are critical for all Army officers. However, the author proposes that alone,
they are inadequate for SF officers. To fulfill the Army’s intent to base AOWC on the
reguirements of an officer’s specific career field or branch, the SF competencies outlined
in FM 3-05.20 should be the basis upon which AOWC is designed for SF officers. The
following examination of three SOF strategic planning documents is crucial, and the
basis on which the primary thesis question is answered. Subsequent comparisons of SF
competencies to Army competencies and joint SOF learning areas respond to supporting
thesis questions.

Though published in 1997, ARSOF Vision 2010 remains consistent with current
strategic SOF planning documents. Of note, it emphasizes language skills and cultural
expertise, each afacet of the SF intercultural competency. These are skills that Army
competencies do not emphasize or support. Additionally, ARSOF Vision 2010

underscores the importance of joint and interagency interoperability and the use of SOF
45



to integrate U.S. conventional and interagency forces into a coalition with a host nation.
It continues by referring to SOF as “global scouts,” who provide combatant commanders
with military and interagency connections in any potential crisis. These traits are
fundamental to the SF competency, interagency, joint, and multinational operations,
further underscoring that SF competencies should be the basis for designing SF officer
education during AOWC (USASOC 1997, 5-6). Though the Army’s conceptual
competency does list cultural awareness as a supporting performance, it has yet to be
integrated into ILE core education or AOWC instruction.

Of note, ARSOF Vision 2010 emphasizes that education should encourage
leadership and creative, thoughtful solutions (USASOC 1997, 3). The